on the basis of their parallels to the "rewritten" forms of some books in the LXX, the 4QRP texts should be regarded as "Hebrew Scripture." 7 On the other hand, the nonbiblical status of the manuscripts has continued to be defended, especially by Moshe Bernstein. 8 Further progress in the debate over the status of the 4QRP texts has been slowed, in my opinion, by several factors. First, the parallels between the editorial activities evident in the 4QRP texts and in manuscripts and versions of biblical books have been noted but not clearly demonstrated. Second, the significance of such parallels for the status of the 4QRP texts has not been considered in relation to other factors that may be important, such as the content and literary features of the texts. Third, in an important article that lays down criteria for determining whether a given text is an edition of a biblical book or a nonbiblical composition, Michael Segal assumes the biblical status of 4Q364-367, and thus does not consider how well his valuable criteria fit the 4QRP texts. 9 In what follows, I will bring all these threads together in the hopes of defining more clearly the factors that might help determine how we should classify the 4QRP texts.
Two caveats must be mentioned before going further. First, I recognize the difficulty involved in applying the label "biblical" to texts circulating in the era before "the Bible" as we know it-a collection of specific forms of specific books, and only those books-came into existence. 10 It has been argued by several scholars that, because of this anachronism, the terms "Bible" and "biblical" should not be employed in relation to works of the Second Temple period. 11 These scholars tend to use the terms "Scripture"
and "scriptural" instead, terms that avoid the anachronism and have the advantage, as
VanderKam and Flint point out, of reflecting the frequent use in the Scrolls of the root ‫כתב‬ to refer to or cite sacred literature. 12 Their point is well-taken, but employment of the term "scriptural" creates a serious terminological ambiguity with regard to the question I wish to address here. The difficulty is that, however the term "scriptural" is defined in its particulars, use of that term for religious texts implies value, an attribution to a text of some sort of sacredness or divine authority. 13 This valuation as sacred is not my concern here. The question whether the 4QRP texts represent variant editions of the Pentateuch is not (in the first place) a question about their sacred status, for they could have been regarded as sacred or inspired whether they were copies of the Pentateuch or not. Indeed, one of the objections to the use of the term "biblical" at Qumran is that it seems that at least some other works that never became part of the Hebrew Bible (such as Jubilees and perhaps 1 Enoch) were also regarded as sacred, as "scriptural," by that community.
14 Rather, the issue is the literary relationship between the 4QRP texts and the literary works that later became parts of our Bible as the five books of the Torah. Do the 4QRP texts represent an alternative version or new edition of Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, or do they constitute a different work altogether? Since the term "Scripture" refers primarily to the value a community places on a work and does not adequately reflect this notion of literary identity, I avoid it in what follows. For lack of any other clear option ("variant edition of the Pentateuch" quickly becomes very clumsy), I use the term "biblical." By employing this term, I do not mean to imply that there was anything like a Bible in the traditional sense at the time the 4QRP texts were composed.
Instead, I am using "biblical" as a shorthand designation for a (version of a) literary work that later became part of the Hebrew Bible.
Second, while Tov and Crawford took the five manuscripts 4Q158 + 4Q364-367
to be copies of a single composition (4QRP Though an exhaustive analysis of the changes made by the editors of the 4QRP texts cannot be conducted here, a brief overview of these two general categories, additions and rearrangements, will be adequate to demonstrate the accuracy of this claim.
Additions extant in the manuscripts of the 4QRP texts vary in size from a few words to multiple lines and even whole sections, if the evidence of 4Q365a is taken into account. A moderately sized example is the addition in 4Q158 1-2 of a blessing into the account of Jacob's struggle with the "man" at the Wadi Jabbok 51. In each case, LXX differs greatly from MT in sequence. 35 Each case has also been the object of continued debate as to which form of the text is more original. For my purposes, the resolution of this debate is of secondary importance; the main point is the realization that, at some point in the textual histories of both Exodus and Jeremiah, a thoroughgoing rearrangement took place that led to the two different traditions preserved today.
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This brief glance has provided clear evidence for the position that the textual changes found in the five 4QRP manuscripts are consistent with the treatment of biblical texts in the Second Temple period. Such an observation is significant in that it leads to the conclusion that, generally speaking, the 4QRP manuscripts should not be distinguished qualitatively from biblical manuscripts on the basis of their degree of departure from the text of the Pentateuch as it has come down to us. That is, there is nothing about the reworking in these texts that prevents them from being expanded editions of the Pentateuch. On the other hand, such evidence does not constitute proof that the 4QRP manuscripts are in fact copies of the Pentateuch. This is the case because the same parallels in treatment of the biblical text could also be drawn between accepted biblical versions and texts that are manifestly not copies of biblical books, such as
Jubilees and the Temple Scroll. 37 For example, the topical rearrangement of biblical law is one of the hallmarks of the Temple Scroll's reworking of the Pentateuch, and that reworking is also replete with additions (such as the extended Law of the King in 11QT 56-59).
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This is not to say that all reworkings of biblical books in the late Second Temple period are equal, or to deny the idea of a "continuum" of revision of the pentateuchal source from minimal (the pre-Samaritan texts, for example) to maximal (Jubilees and beyond). 39 Indeed, a more precise characterization of the various types or degrees of rewriting of the Pentateuch in this period is urgently needed. But the identification of such a continuum, or an individual text's place upon it, does not answer the question of whether that text was considered a copy of the book or books it rewrote, as has been argued persuasively by Michael Segal. 40 The fundamental reason for this is the variation shown in the transmission history of the books of the In the article where he develops these criteria, Segal treats 4Q364-367 as copies of the Pentateuch, and thus does not actually examine them in the light of his own criteria. His conclusion that 4Q364-367 are biblical manuscripts is based upon an earlier article, in which he argues that these four manuscripts should be considered biblical because their reworkings of their pentateuchal Vorlage "follow precedents of textual transmission found within the Hebrew Bible itself." 47 As we have seen, however, Segal himself argues that the type or degree of reworking found within a text cannot settle the question of whether that text was intended as an edition of a biblical book. A closer look is therefore necessary to see how the criteria that Segal has delineated in fact apply to the 4QRP texts.
With regard to voice, the data seem fairly clear. In striking contrast to the Temple Scroll and Jubilees, the preserved 4QRP manuscripts give no indication of "speaking" with any voice besides the one found in the Bible. Insofar as the 4QRP texts claim sacred status or authority, they seem to make this claim through their use of the voice of Torah, as Crawford has pointed out. 48 In at least one case, the editor deliberately extends the voice of the source text to new material: in 4Q365 23, the new legislation on the wood offering is introduced with ‫לאמר‬ ‫מושה‬ ‫אל‬ ‫יהוה‬ ‫,וידבר‬ "And YHWH spoke to Moses, saying…". This introductory formula occurs throughout Leviticus, and is especially prominent in the Festival Calendar (Lev 23:1, 9, 23, 26, 33; 24:1) . Were these chapters indeed moved to a different place in the composition, or is it possible that they were left out altogether? Tov has articulated the position that it is most likely that in such cases of rearrangement the intervening material was not omitted but relocated. 53 On the other hand, Moshe Bernstein cautions that we should not presume that the 4QRP texts covered the whole Pentateuch (or whole individual books), a factor which for him, in line with Segal's criterion, suggests that the 4QRP texts are not to be considered expanded editions of the Torah. 54 I would maintain that the argument from silence here unnecessarily closes off possibilities: granted, we should not assume that the 4QRP texts covered the whole Pentateuch, but it is probably equally unjustified to assume that they did not. The main point, however, is that the poor preservation of the manuscripts forces us to leave the problem of what happened to this intervening material unresolved.
Implications
In a sense, this study ends in frustration: I do not believe that in the current state of the 58 If the 4QRP texts are versions of the Pentateuch, however, then, at least in some circles, the pentateuchal text was not as fixed as we thought.
The possible extent of such fluidity is illustrated most strikingly by 4Q365, if the material now labeled 4Q365a is considered to be part and parcel of the larger manuscript.
Though others have suggested that 4Q365a most likely belongs to the same composition as contained in the rest of 4Q365, 59 to my knowledge no one has considered what the purpose might be of adding extensive temple-building instructions to a version of the Torah. First, I would maintain, as mentioned above, that we must be guided in this case by the manuscript evidence that suggests that 4Q365a belongs with 4Q365. Second, the contents of the Torah itself may provide an explanation for why instructions for building a temple might be inserted into a version of the Torah. As it stands in other versions, the Torah includes instructions for the wilderness tabernacle, but not for the temple, the definitive locus of Israel's worship as a nation in its own land. It is not inconceivable that the editor of the text reflected in 4Q365 would have been so bothered by this absence that he took steps to correct it-much as, on a much smaller scale, the same editor inserted a law concerning the wood offering after the festival calendar of Leviticus 23 (4Q365 23).
Lack of explicit divine origins for the blueprint for the first temple was clearly a problem for the Chronicler, who includes in his composition a scene in which David passes on to Solomon the instructions he had received from God concerning the temple: "All of it in writing from the hand of YHWH he showed me" (1 Chron 28:19). On the other hand, the author of the Temple Scroll both fills in this perceived gap in divine revelation and implicitly expresses dissatisfaction with the first temple (and the second) by presenting an elaborate temple plan revealed by God to Moses on Sinai. The plan is not for the Solomonic temple, from which it differs in numerous aspects, but for the ideal temple that, according to the author, should have been built. 60 Given the parallels between TS and 4Q365/365a, it also seems possible that the purpose of inserting temple-building material into a version of the Pentateuch could have been more than simply exegetical concern over its absence. Perhaps in 4Q365, as in TS, the plan was for an ideal temple that, in its differences from Solomon's temple and its status as divine decree, would stand as witness to the fact that the temple that God intended had not yet been built. 61 Both of these possible scenarios-exegetical gap-filling or criticism of the Solomonic temple (or both at once)-are purely speculative and are likely to remain so. Nonetheless, I believe they are worth contemplation as part of the challenge to our thinking that results from the mere possibility that 4Q365 represents an edition of the Pentateuch that included instructions for the building of a temple.
At the other end of the spectrum, a second possibility emerges from consideration of two features of the 4QRP texts that seem to constitute a potential contradiction.
Segal's list of criteria suggests that the absence of a distinctive narrative voice is consistent with a copy of the Pentateuch, whereas omission of sizeable sections of text would be more consistent with an extrabiblical composition. As noted, there is no sign that the 4QRP texts have any narrative voice besides that of the Pentateuch. The issue of coverage is fundamentally irresolvable given the fragmentary nature of the manuscripts.
But perhaps it is worth considering the possibility that the original 4QRP texts had no distinct narrative voice but also omitted text; that is, that with regard to one criterion (voice) the 4QRP texts would appear biblical, but according to another criterion (coverage) they would appear to be something other than biblical. What would such a text be? It surely would not fit in with other examples of "excerpted" texts from Qumran, which generally appear to have been much more limited in scope and to have served a distinct purpose (e.g., as Tefillin).
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A closer parallel to this hypothetical collection of 4QRP texts that did not cover the entire Pentateuch might be found in 4Q252 (4QCommGen A). This striking text combines retellings or paraphrases of episodes in Genesis with some explicit exegetical comments (in one case even introducing an interpretation with ‫,פשרו‬ "its interpretation To validate any of the scenarios described above would obviously require much more investigation, and will probably never be possible given the state of the texts. Yet the possibility itself-the struggle to understand these texts whose full context is lost to us-challenges us to rethink our assumptions about the development of Scripture and its interpretation in the Second Temple period. We may never be able to base firm conclusions regarding the state of the text of the Pentateuch upon the 4QRP texts, or to decide once and for all whether they are "biblical manuscripts," but we will continue to be tantalized by the range of possibilities they afford. 18 Tov and White, DJD 13.191 . 19 Segal, "4QReworked Pentateuch," 392; Brooke, "4Q158," 223-24. 20 Brooke, "4Q158," 228-34. Compare also the etymology for English "goodbye" as a contraction of "God be with you" (OED, s.v.) . Angel of the Presence who speaks, whereas in the Temple Scroll God himself is the speaker. It seems unlikely that the two halves of a single composition would fail to adhere to the same literary fiction.
Furthermore, Schiffman has pointed out numerous differences in emphasis and some outright contradictions in the sacrificial systems of the two works, divergences which make it difficult to imagine that they are parts of the same composition; see Lawrence H. Schiffman, "The Sacrificial System of the 
